IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 92-4601

Summary Cal endar

HAROLD J. VI NCENT,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,

ver sus

Rl CHARD J. STALDER
Def endant - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Western District of Loui siana
(CA-91- 1460-P)

February 18, 1993
Before H Gd NBOTHAM SM TH, and DeMOSS, Circuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
Harold J. Vincent is an inmate at Wade Correctional Center in

Loui siana. Proceeding pro se and in forma pauperis, he filed this

42 U.S.C § 1983 suit in US Dstrict Court for the Western
District of Louisiana, nam ng as defendants fornmer Governor Buddy
Roener, forner Secretary of the Louisiana Departnent of Public
Safety and Corrections Bruce N. Lynn, and prison officials Ri chard

Stal der and Jerry Cantrell. After Vincent was ordered to anend his

“Local Rule 47.5 provides: "The publication of opinions
t hat have no precedential value and nerely decide particular
cases on the basis of well-settled principles of |aw inposes
needl ess expense on the public and burdens on the |egal
profession.” Pursuant to that Rule, the Court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published.



conplaint to allege facts sufficient to support his clainms, the
district court adopted the recommendation of the magistrate and
dism ssed the conplaint as frivol ous. 28 U S.C § 1915 (d)
Vi ncent has appealed. W affirm

| .

A district court may sua sponte dismss conplaints filed in

forma pauperis where the conplaint |acks an arguable basis in | aw

or fact. Such dismssals are reviewed for abuse of discretion

Denton v. Hernandez, 112 S.Ct. 1728, 1733-34 (1992).

Vi ncent asserts: 1) that prison officials have conspired to
kill him 2) that he has been denied psychol ogi cal and nedica
treatnent; 3) that he has been deni ed educational and vocati onal
training; 4) that he has been deni ed access to |l egal materials; and
5) that prison officials have inproperly refused his requests for
transfer to the federal prison system The first two clains
alleging a conspiracy anong prison officials and a denial of
medi cal treatnent are not supported by any references to specific
facts. The district court therefore did not abuse its discretion
in dismssing the clains on this basis.

The district court's dism ssal of Vincent's |ast three clains
was al so proper. Vi ncent argues that the defendants' refusal
either to supply sufficient educational and vocational training or
transfer himto a federal prison where better prograns m ght be
avai |l abl e contravenes Loui siana statutes directing prisonofficials
to establish rehabilitation prograns, see LSA-R S. 8§ 15: 828, and

aut horizing transfers of state i nmates to federal prisons. See LSA-



RS § 15:836. Cains rooted in violations of state | aw, however,
are not, as such, cogni zabl e under § 1983, which protects federa
ri ghts agai nst governnment encroachnent. Relief is warranted only
where breaches of state law rise to a constitutional dinension
Vincent's claimregardi ng the inadequacies of rehabilitative
services at WCC fails for this reason, as we have held "a state has
no constitutional obligation to provide basic educational or

vocational training to prisoners." Beck v. Lynaugh, 842 F.2d 759,

762 (5th Cr. 1988) (citing Newman v. Al abama, 559 F.2d 283, 292
(5th Gr. 1977), rev'd in part on other grounds, 438 U S. 781,

cert. denied, 438 U.S. 915 (1978)). Simlarly, Vincent's assertion

of prison officials' denials of his request for a transfer to
federal prison as grounds for 8§ 1983 relief conflicts with the
wel | -established rule that i nmates have no constitutional right to
contest their places of incarceration or demand transfers to other

prisons. See, e.d., Qimyv. WAkinekona, 461 U S. 238 (1983).

Vincent finally contends that he has been denied access to

legal materials in violation of Bounds v. Smith, 430 U S. 817

(1977). "A denial-of-access-to-the-courts claimis not validif a
litigant's position is not prejudiced by the alleged violation."

Hent horn v. Swi nson, 955 F.2d 351, 354 (5th Cr. 1992). Here, the

several suits filed by Vincent belie any suggestion of prejudice.

Ri chardson v. MDonnell, 841 F.2d 120, 122 (5th G r. 1988);

(7]

ee

also Vincent v. Waldo, No. 92-4604 (5th Cr. Aug. 31, 1992). The

district court's dismssal of Vincent's conplaint as frivolous is

t her ef or e AFFI RVED



AFF| RMED.



